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z THE IMPLICATIONS OF MULTIPLE DIMENSIONS OF SELF-DISCLOSURE - = “
. FOR THE NATURE AND FUNCTIONS OF ‘RECIPROCITY IN INITIAL INTERACTIONS

rEs
rd

Interest in structural aspécts of human interaction has recently

v

S become paramount to.commmication scholars, ~Investigatigns of control
pattems (Courtrlght Millar, & Rogers, 1980), talk- s11ence sequences

(Cappella, 1979), and,_mteractlon patterns (Fisher, Glover, & Ellls,

1977) are indicative of this recent+ trend. Although frequently éver- ®

lnooked,'one type of c"ommm_ication structure has been subject of many

. stud@s over the last 20 years: self-disclosure reciprocity. This .

b}

. ' paper exafnme;a:he nature and functjon of this.aspect of commmication

whlch also organizes 1nterpersona1 communicatipn,

L]
rd

- é . . -l - 7
. " "RECIPROCITY’ RESEARCH N " .
o f . One-of the most-consistent fifidings in self-disclosure researcH is
¢ - . v .. N . s ‘
that of rec1proc1ty If one person increaset the intimacy bf his' or, her .

disclosure, the other member of a dyad ill m't:rease' thd- mtmacy of his o
¢r her disclosure. leemse, if a person decreases the 1n‘t1macy of his

.3 or her discl'osure, the other member will also decrease tHe intimacy of his
» . L 4
. .

or her disclosure. The occurrence of this pattern has been observed in
i ’
. :
contexts ranging from face to-face encbunters to computér medlated

v L)

’ 'mteracnon (Sermatt ﬁ Smyth 1973} - M

(b
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. * Chaikin’ apd Derlega (1974) prov1de§ ev1dbnce that observers are .
. ,

sensitive to-this norm. Negative pérsonalit evaluat1on accrued: to

those imdividuals.who failed to reciprocate the ihtimacy of an initial
- ] - . -

disclosure This .effect is observed even if the ‘initial discloser is

¢

'dzshked (Derlega Harr1s & Chalk:m, 1973). - P 3 g ' , -

We think this conclus‘zgon about self disclosure \rec1prOC1ty is de- ¥

ceptively smip}ist‘ic for several reasons. First; thére is evidence that

N

disclosive messages are characterized by many traits other than intimacy, '

. e.g.. length, intensity, positive-negativeness, \One study indicated that
. . * # . .
- ]

reciprocation of language intensity was, as important as reciprocation of
: ‘S ¢
disclosure intimacy in affecting peps%n\ality judgments (Br'adac\ Hosman,' & .

.
Tardy, 1978). . Other studies have demonstrated that rec1proc1ty is qua.h-

f1ed by variabled.such as. t,he tzmmg- of the- d1sclosure (Jones G Gordon,
o

1972; Miell, Duck, & La(}azpa 1979} and the persona115m of the, distlosure

re

(Jones & Archer, 1976‘] Hence, it _appears that the' rec1proc1ty norm is

e

more complex than or1g1na11y st;ated ~Aspects of d1sclosure other than - |

7

mtJ.macy areyalso mportant ~ ! :

Second, there is evidence that 1mder some circumstances ope may,not
have to-reciprocate a parucular dmensmn of d1sclosure Berg and

_Archer (1980} found that an empathlc response was e‘Valuated to be _Just as

appropriate as_an mtmate response to an 1n1t1a1 h1gh mtlmacy nEssage @ "N ‘

.Morton (1978} found that one could rec1procate the revelauon of prwate

and personal mi‘onnatmn mth statements of strong personal feelings ar

-

opinions. Perhaps one may respond to a d1sclosmg.other m many ways,

,all of which are equally appy';ate. Previous research may havea ‘

. oe 1

b

i“ . » ' ‘ . "
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overlooked these alternatives by coricentrating on only one appropqﬁate PR
- 8\ . » & a

response, reciprocity of intimacy, and one inappropriate response, failure )
. S LAY ' . . !
to reciprocate. . - .

Reciprocity apB'Dimensions of Disclosure’ . .

’
—

; .
« The research on reciprocity has, for the most part, overlooked the

iy f .
fact that dlsclosure 15 a multldlmen51ona1 phenomenon (Chelune, 1975 .
Gllbert E"Whlteneck 1976 kheeless, 1976) Scholars have not considered *

the .pattems of reclproclty arong "aspects of d1sclosure other than 1ts

intimacy. For example, many studies of rec1proc1ty have used a common

- ’
procedure in which subjects are asked to select discu551on topics from

a llst of 1nt1macy scaled 1tems "(e. 8+ Davis, 1977) This paper explores J
d .. ~/
the possfb111ty that reciprogity 1s a mu1t1d1men51ona1 phenomenon. )
4 ' L. .
‘ The ynst'complete typology of self—d1sclosure dimensions is that of ‘
- WheeleSs (1976). His initial factor analytic studies, as well as, /-

I

subsequent-1nvest1gat1ons of «their predictive validity (Wheeless § Grotz,

. / (pos1t1ve negazlve), amount, 1q;ent and honesty accuracy of ese, . (‘\,ﬁ,’
r—
three are candldates for self dlsclosure reciprocity: intimacy’, amount, -

~.and valence- The remaining two d1mens1ons,.1ntent and hones;y accuracy,

3 aré characterlst1cs of the encodlng of the disclosure. It seems to us

' that the concept oflfeclproelty can,refer only to characteristics of )
£

» .
messages, and not of encoding belaviors.
¥

< - . ! . ' .
With three dimensions of disclosure, six patterns of disclosure

are possible. ‘ Y
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A Intimacr-lntimc}'ReciproEity. The most researched-aspegt of '

S self-disclosure reciprocivy is the intimacy of thdt interchange. ‘Experi- |,

* mental (Cozby, 1972; Rubin, 1975) and descriptive (Jourard § Lahds'man,
1960; Jourard § Richman, 1963} studies indicate that intiniacy is recip-

» . rocated.” L
. .
L]

’ " 2. Intimdcy-Amoumt Reciprocity. One.responsé to an intimate dis-

. closure may be to increase the.amount of one's disclesure. This seems to
3 . v
be a pIauélble strategy 1n initial interactions since there is d norm

.agamst- dlsclosmg highly intimate information (Gilbert, 1977). Hezlce,
1f ong feels uncomfbrtable reciprocating an intimate dlsclosure one
. . might merely disclose more. L1kewxse, if one \1nd1v1dual 1_s disclosing,
more 1ﬁfonnatien than the other, the brief d{scloser may reveal moxe ~ "

mt:unate 1nfomat10n in order to equalize their exchange.

3. Intmacy Valence Rec1proc1ty Valence, as noted abo‘ve, refers

to‘the posn‘:’we or negative nature of the disclosure. Although the
research 15 not entlrely ‘consistent, it app€ars that negatlve revelations
are cons1dered 1,:1appropr1ate in initial mteractmns (Gllbert &
.Horensteln, 1975) On the other hand, Hecht (1979) fomd'that responses
to a high mt:.macy message were moré positive than ones to moderate or

, low mtmacy messages. Thus, one miEﬂt’gable to respdnd to a high

m?macy message with a positively valénced message fathér tham with
/
anor.her h1gh mtzmacy message.
N .
4. ﬂmm’_t Annmt Rec1proc1ty. Another commonly discussed aspect of

-

? dlsclosure is amoxgnt. A study by Jourard and 'Uaffe (1970) indicated that .

dy,adlc interactants matched dlsclosures in terms of length and frequency

.
.
. . -y
. s ] ) . p )
. .
"
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Smular results were obtained by Levm and Gergen (1969). Hence it

€

might be eXpected that the amount of dlsclosure would be reclprocated

v 5. Amount-Valgnce Reciprocity, Positiue disclosures by one indi-

vidual in a dyad may focus the convefsation on that person Rather than

PR .
. mmunlzmg the mportance of these statements by matchlng the valence,
an individual mlght respond merely by talkmg%re about one's self. ' Or,
one may find that negatlve disclosures by one 1nd1v1dua1 make ‘the other '
less 'm.lhng to become involved in the re1at10nsh1p, and hence dlsclose

X
© less 1nformat10n. No siu%S to our knowledge have dealt w1th this

. ..,/ﬂ\

. sequence of disclosures. . : )
N , / . i >
~. 6. Valence-Valence Reciprocity, The revelatien of positive inf tion
o { .

~
¥’

abou\t one's self may make it more d1ff1cu1t for the other to disclose ™ . ’

¥’

. negatavely. Dalto et al. ((979) found that subJects were more attracted
to deuduals who made p051t1ve or desn'able revelatlo‘ns about. themselves.
If one 1s attracted to”another, then an acceptdble, way of reclprocatlng .-
- th1s attractlon is to make pos1t1ve1y valenced disclosures.
This study attempts to as&éss these patterns of d1sclosure Do, 'they ¢

»
const1tute appropriate forms of reolprocity"‘ What are their 1nterper$ona1 /

- A ]
" .

: equences? S . _ . ;
QR\_// \ ’ ' ) ' ’ o
EvaluaYive Consequences of Reciprocity v : : .

_) i -
_ Self-disclosure ‘and the reclproclty of self-disclosure have been ;
PN

hy'pothesu.ed to have xmportant consequences .Jourard (1971) c1a1med that

\_self disclosure is.a means to ach1eve a healthy personallty while gthers
(Altman & Taylor, 1973, Berger & Calabrese_, 1975) contended that recipro-

city of self-disclosure is one factor closely related'to the deve{op;nent
¥’ L - \ N

[]
¥’




consequences are investigated.

X,

of perspnal relationships. In this stqﬂy three'typés of evaluational

The first consequence is assessment of another s personality.

Several studies (Chaikin § Derlega, 1974 ‘Bradac, Hosman, § Tardy, 1978)

2
have demonstrated that self—dlsclosure retiprocity is related to per-

sonality evaluations. Chaikin and Derlega’found, for examﬁle, that" .

-

an individual who responds to an initial low-intimacy disclosuré with a

‘high-intimacy disclosure is perceived to be “nadadjusted." v An individ- ; B

ual's low-intimacy response to an initial high disclosire is perceived

-

to be ''cold" or "aloof."” Such_erdluational_consequences may‘héve'

. . * . .
important effects on relationship deve}opmenta . ‘_.f.~ :
Most of the previous work exploring these evalqational consequences

have enployed a unid1mensional conceptualization of disclosure. These:

_studies have looked only at reciprocity of intimate messages. " One issue
- " - L]

‘which remains unaddressed is-whether these personality evaluations arise

with other types of reciprocity. Does failure to reciprocate the valence -

-

1 * f'ﬁ x
of another's disclosure, for example, produce severe ‘evaluations of ong's
h Y
personality? “ ///////Q

A secénd consequence of self—disclosure reciprocity is evaluation

-
*

of commmicative competence. Commumnicative competence may be defined as
<« -

the extent to which one is perceived to be rewarding and enjoyable (Wiemann,

]

1977). Duck (1973) has'argued that such evaluations may be important to

the' development of interpersonal relationghips.‘ Previous research indicates
’

that self-disclosure reciprocity is related to perceptions of commmicative

- \

. 4
competence (Hosman § Tardy, 1980). Whether one reci]rocates or fails to

P
. .
’ .

;
ey
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. reciprocate another's disciosure may influence others' perceptions of

v - " ’

the satisfactions derived from current or future interactions. This issue

has not been extensively examined. It is imclear whether reciprocation of .

L}
different dlmensiope‘of disclosure would)produce differing evaluations of

1

commmicative competence.

. . )
A third conseduence is uncertainty reguction. This concept refers to

, ' the broee551§§gaihing.information about another individual and imp:oving

* . one's ability to make predictions about the other's attitudes, beliefs, .

4 L] - ‘
and values. Berger and Calabrese claim the reciprocity of self-disclosure ’

serves to reduce the uncertainty between two communicators. This claim

N

7y has bee d1rect1y wnvestigated only in simulated interactions (e.g. Berger\\
7

Gardner, Parks, Schulman & M111er, 1976). In add1t1on, Berger and

bl
- I

" Calabrese employ a unidimensional conceptualization e£nse}£-éaselosure________4_

reciprocity. More specifically, imcertainty reduction occurs through

mensional nature of self-disclosure, though, *an importaﬁt idsue seems to
~ . : N
#  be whether reciprocity of other dimensions are equally effective in re-

ducing uncertainty, = e U

Perceived and Actual'Reciproeity ,

\
|
\
|
|
|
the process of reciprocating intimate information. Given the multidi-

, Two concepts help clarify the ways in which, reciprocity relates to
the members of a dyad. These are actual reciprocity and berceiVeq’reci-
procity (Pearce, Sharp, Wright, § 51552; 1974). Actual reciprocity refers

st the similarity between two persons’ rfportedileyels of disclosure, 5hd'
percefbed rec1proc1ty refers to the similarity betwéen an 1nd£$1dual'

\ - reported level of disclosure and his or her‘perceptlées of another's -\3

' . . ’
d15c105ures to him or her.




-

Al /0

‘ . . A Ll ° . ‘ N
- » - -

Ihese two perspectlves have been overlooked in most research on ¢

self disclosure rec1proc;ty Many recent ‘studies (Archer § Burleson,

1980 Brewer § Mittelman), 1980; Brooks, 1974; Daito, Ajzen, “§ Kaplan,

1979 DavlsﬂL 1976\918 Davis § Sklnn‘ea 1974; Dexlega, ilarrjp,

Cha1k1n, 1973; Kohén, 1975;

»

ynn, 1978; Won-Doornlckf 1979):1nvest1gqted.

only actual rec1proc1ty icélly, these studies determine reciprocity

n the basis of.tbe 51m11arxty between participants' selections from

a list of intimacy-scaled topics. They do not assess whether the par- .

ticipants perceive, the topics to be_dntimate\or whether they perceive
the disclosures of their partners to be as intimate as the scaled .values

would indicate. Furthermore, these studies do not assess the extent to

which the participants perceive any similarity between their own dis-

closure and that of the other. Only one study (Pearce et al., 1974)

used these two perspectives in research on self-disclosure reciprocity.

Using.Jourard's Self-Disclosure Questionnaire, they foond that
. - . ] .

percei‘e? reciprocity was greater than Aactual reciprocity. This study

”
indacates that the dastinction between these two perspectlves on rec1pro—

city should be recognized. Unfortunately, the Pearce et al. study is’

limted in that the JouMard questlonna1re is a unidimensional measure

-

of self-disclosute. , It does not reflect the multidimensional nature of -
¢ * 3 ~

reciprocity as previously discussed. Thus, it would als§ be interesting

to ex%nﬂne the extent to which these two’perspectives on reciprocity are .

"

related to the varaous damen51ons of self-disclosure and to their con-

S

'3 B

" sequences. Similarity or di§51mllarity withIn“partIcular'perspectrves

hd - L]
may have different evaluation consequences. ) s
—— ﬂ ’ * []




- Silbjects . .o — " “

The Sﬁbjects' were 126 volunteer students enrolled in commmication
classes at a southern uniyersity. .Ages rang.ed from 17 tg 50 with a median :
of 19.85.

-

Procedure

On the first day of class, students wére instructed to’jﬁk¥046ce
themse}ves to an assigned partner and interview one another so that gach R
student could introduce his or her partmer to the class. They were
Instructed to become acquaint}ed by talkihg about their re‘lationsfﬁps with '
two other people. In Eldd'ition they were informed that their conversdtions Ly~
would be tape-recorded. The Qbﬂity of future ;:ontact with their

partner was emphasized by the expérimenters.

.
» * .
.

Measures
Following the conversation, volunteers completed a booklet containing

. [ M .
imstruments designed to assess their own self-disclosure, perceptions of

.
1 ) —a— [}

the partner!s self-disclosure, evaluation of the partner's commmicative .
competence and personality, and a self-report persondlity scale. Al], scales

were randomly ordered except for the personality scale vwhich always came

last. Each of the self-disclosure instruments consisted of 15 -items drawn-- -

from Wheeless (1976), th1$e for each of the five dmensmns intent, Valf.:nce,
intimacy, amount, ‘and honesty accuradgl Items were modlfled so that they
assecsed disclosure in the immediate conversation. Commmicative competence
evaluatxon ‘scales were drawn £rom Wiemann (1977) while the personalxty

scales were drawn from Hosman and Tardy (1980) Clatterbuck’s CLUE-7 was




---In those analyses requ-irir;g the use of the dydd as the-basic unit.,'

r . " AN
.

used to operationalize the uncertainty construct' (Clatterbuck, 197@). All

of the scales have shown high degrees of reliability as weTl as discriminant

vaiidity. . T o tT
) ' . . ! ‘ d . ' . ’
_ The reciprocity index was formulated by averaging the standard “scores

for the items 'q.onstituting each dimension of disclgsure and then taking the
e

absolute value of the d1fference between the scored.for two dimensions,
A low ‘score ’mdlcates 2 hlgh degree of agreement in the two disclosures
Whrle a high score indicates.a lack of rec1proc1ty.1

This procedure yields nine dif:ferent Teciprocity sgores, one for

every combination of -the intimacy, valence, and amount of one, member

. of the dyad with the intimacy, walence, and amount scores of the second one.

Since three of these scqres are redundant, e.g. intimacy of person A with
\ y .

valence of person B on one hand and valence of per'son A with intimacy of

person B on the other, an average score was computed for the conceptually

»

idengical pairings. ' . J

‘ The rec1proc1ty indices for the peyceived perspectiVe were based on
-each subJect s report -of his and the partner'fs disclosure, * The :{;dex for
the actual rec1prOC1ty perspectlve utlllzeg] the sepdrate self- reports of

each member of the dyad. In other words, bthe,@yad rather than the individual

-
B
. . -~

.
-

was the unit of ana}y.&s‘

a dyadic measure of outcome was also required. Hence, an average

-
-

uncertamty, ,ﬁonmunlcatlve compatence evaluation, and personallty evaluatlon
* - '

_was_cpnput_ed_byggygragmg the scores of the two members of each dyad.

- . S

Analysis ' . ' _ X . '
The guestions addressed in this stm& that we assess the W e
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TN relationship between several indices of reciprocity ‘and outcome variables. .
. ¢ _.\ .. - LN . . N ) . - ' r -5
0 L. Canonical correlation, a statistical techniqpe for detecting and-measuring
7 the ralationship amgng variable$ m:ﬂ set with those in another wa3 ) ‘
employed; Two Separate cpnonical correlations, one for each.of the
L. oo ST e . Lo~ o - *
o ° Ttwo perspectives, were conducted. e . - LS. -
I v . K .’ .. -
’ .

_Interpretation of signifjcant. fimctions will be made by obseryation

L e s vy é LI n : ¢ . .
of the ¢¥honical stj;uctt(:re matrix (Levine, 1977). ;This matriX reports
. Y § . ‘ ' - T N

. WF,}}.& ¥ gkgq_ﬁan,of the origirjél variables with 1}5 candnical variates, . ‘
: ‘ . . . ' f

.

—_— Fa;s*& ﬂix,xlterpretation of supprgsééd:coefflci'qnts due to intercorrelated
- - items, whiéh is possible when eXamiijng thé canopital coefficient matrix, o s
. is ‘thus dvoided. ) S? - S . g . . .. ’ ’ (
Y : R . % . ..
.o ) ‘|.-. e . RESULTS - - o ' ‘/\
S ! . . an ] .
Measure Reliability‘ ' . Ve » T et

- -7

Al'pha reliability~coefficients (Gronbach, 1951_j were computed to

ass_ess'the re}iability of the scales conzp'rYsing the.reciprf)cif,& measures.
. - - ‘ N . . -
Tht,esé were computed for subjects' own éeported self-disclosure and théir

~

perceptions pf the other's disclosux;e.'2 The reliezbi‘li_ties for ‘the ’ .
'qnplmt, valéf}cs,.e,md_' intimagy ef subj'ec‘ts' reported -sel;".' -disclosure were .
a ? .SO,\.?b,’and .80, reg;f:ective\ly.""l‘ilé ?:Qliabi'li.t;es for the amount, . \1 .
' valence), and inqimégy of subjects’ Ii‘ercept.ions of the _oéher's disclosure .

weré .“3'8, .69, and .83, respectig{)?. - In both cases, ttze amount scale .

. . St * . .
) 4 fell below acceptable standards. Qnitt:i:gg one of the three items would
. . * . ‘ il v, . e
- not have improved the reliability of the{remaining two-item scale. Since .
- ‘ -
- * . . .
- the concept of amoimt was crucial to our assessment of the milgiple 7
. . e . . -
y dimeps\lkns of reciprocity, we decided to utilize the three-item scales even
- Ve : ’ ) . ° ﬁ"';“r ’ . ‘ .
. . . - ‘ ’& . '3 "\A-/
\)‘ ‘.‘ e ‘ 4 . N e . E L]




. St . 12
. g v - " *
. - . ' / ’ .1
thoygh their reliabilities were less than desirable. v .
.. " . ' The same coefficients were computed to assess the reliability of the '
. = - - *

! st .. - . @ ~ .
-~ personality evaluation, commm1cat1ve competence , and CLUES-7 instruments.

The .reliabilities for these three mstrl.:ments were quite adequate,

a .80, .86, rand .92 respectlvely - ' . .
) L]
< Canonical Correlation Analyses . . "
. ] ] . [ .
A *  The canonical correlatlon analysis between the perceived reciprocity
v

Ve o scores and the outcome measures produced no .51gmf1cant relatlonshlps .

(R.=0.32; Wlk's lambda 0.82; Chlrsquare =23, 00 df-18 p_c 23 pover (qumm )

gras * . Th,
effect s1ze)=0.44). The canonical correlatlon ana1y51s between the actual ) ',‘& .

rec1proc1ty scores and the putcome measures revealed one 51gnlf1cant function

(R.=0.55; Wllk‘s lambda=0.56; Chi- square-29 90; df-18, p<.04; 5'5‘ =0. 26) N .

The structure loadmg matrix (Table 1) mdlcated that annmt—mtmacy rec1proc1ty .
(. 65) and valenge- mtug:cy rec1proc1ty (.78) were most highly assoclated

1cative competence (.90). This relationship- 1nd1cates -

S that reclprocat’ion of h1gh dntmacy dis€losures 'w1th high amount or reci- .

. ' procatlon of 1ow-intimacy disclosures with low amqunt is related to

- perceptions of. conmmicatizve combetence. Likewise, .rec'iprocation of
low-int'img'y discloiures with ‘}ostitive disclosures or reciprocation of -

.+ high-intimacy disglosures with negative diﬁsux“es is related to

t ' perceptions of ,commmnicative competence. ’




- ;DISCUSSION - :

The results of this study revealed two important conclusions. First,
the norm of reciprocity is much more complex than originally conceived. .
It appears that the patching of_differerg dimensions of disclosure results

in positive outcomes. It is important, though difficult, to assess the

3
- AN

ovqrall pattern of our t:esulis. We found that some forms of feciprocity'

“affect outcome measures while others do not. Specifically, low-intiznacyi

.

low amount, high- mtlmacy/hlgh amount, negative valence/hlgh mt:macy, and

-

. positive walence/low intimacy combmat:.ons were characterized by at‘tn—

butions of commmicative competence. Recognizing that there are general
- * * T =

. ., .. - . . . . e s e . y :
norms against negative ;md intimate disclosures in initial interactions,

two of the above combinations should be common occurrences (low amount/low

4 +

intimacys positive valence/low intimacy). Mence, their manifestation should

.

not result ip attributions of incompetemce. .
s -

The_other two forms of disclosur}a reciprocity (high-intimacy/high amount;

negative valencé/hlgh-intmacy) appear: to involve a process of stabilizatior}.
. When intimate or .negative information is revealed in .the dyad, tension

may r'es'ult. The nox:mal sequencing of information has been violated

(Berger, Gardner, Cl.atterbuck, § Schulman, 1976). This violation may

make a subsequent violation through reciproéation of high intimacy or

nggative valence all the mdre, inappropriate. At the same time, to leave

one individual speaking intimately or negatively about himself %cut }
rec1p’rocat1ng the trust mdlcated by those disclosures could ‘result in
negative evaluations. One might stabilize the intimate disclosure by

i

giving more information and the negative one by becoming-wore intimate.
c ‘ . .o

* *
*

. . ) .
v
.

.




- . ' . '144-

.
LA -

Hence, attributions of ‘commmicative competence results when a dyad
confronts %I_k'fﬁ,‘léxfgected behavior and responds not by increasing the

mapproprlate behav1or » but by Subtly offsettmg it.

1s1ng is our failure to find any relationship between

o find- sud} a relatlonshlp could be accounted for in several ways. It

-

may be as 'Coz.by 81973 suggests: experimental settings artiflcz_illy

influence th_v;%‘gerceived appropriateness of intimate disclosures. Hence,

the use of a more naturalistic.setting may cmstrain communlcative behaviors

1es's. Or, when'engaged in an initial interaction, reciprocation of

intimacy may be a less salient ktrategy than others. Reciprocation of .~

¥ u

intimacy rejuires SOMmgy, utual trust, and this condltzon is rot llkely

to bé present.ih 1nitial intéractions. Furthermore, in initial interactions

the appropriate behavior Ys-€o exchange low-intimacy messages, but a

con?ersatlon' composed of these types of .messages may' become bor;mg Speakers
~y
d therefore select alternatlve strategies in order jo keep. the
>
conversation mterestmg. ‘ «».

+ That "thé uncertainty measure fa11ed to relate to any form of seIf-

disclosure. reciprocity is con51stent with a study by Hosman and Tardir f198’0)

Thls experlmental study fomd that attrlbutlons of a person’s predlg:tablllty

4

were not af‘fect.ed by t))j:r failure to reciprocate the intimacy of a_

prev;ous .speaker. It may be the case that reduction of uncertainty is

.more a ftmction of the amount and type of information revealed rather

¥

than of thé pattem of 1ts Tevealment. &

This ~fa'11ure to fmd a stronger re1at10nsh1p between rec1proc1ty of

- . -
/h .
. -

41!

¥



self- dlsclosure and uncertamty reduction pomts to a potentlal problem
w:.th Berger and Calabrese.'s (1975) theory This problem revodwes ‘
around Berger and Calabrese s use of a unidimensional conception of self-
d1sclosure 'I‘he1r assumption that self-disclosure only involves the shar"’x{g
of intimate m"f'a’matlon is quest1onab1e Given the multidimensional

na!:ure of self-disclosure, and speakers' abilities to rec1procate,di'5closure

N ¢

along these various dimensions, it becomes increasingly unclear how these

var\'lous patterns of reciprocity are related to uncertainty reductlon.

Uncertamty theory needs to be reformulated within the framework of a

miltidimensional picture of self-disclosure reciprocity. _. *

~

The second major, conc1u51on revealed by this study was that’ the ;

+ actual reciprocity in a dyad had a gredter relationship with the *
evaluational consequences than did perceived Teciprogcity. This may .

mdlcateJthat sul}Ject,s are not good judges of others* behaviors. Perhaps

-

.
-

. more t1me than was ava11ab1e 1s required for Accurately assessing another’'s _
1 o
d1sclosuzes This fmdmg is consistent with Gappella’s (1976),

observation "that actual consensus precedes coordlr_latlon of perSpeétives.

As he indicated, successful attempts at codrdinatiop' of’ actual behavior

are Precursons to perceived similarities between one's,*own behavior“and

perceptions of the other's behavior. In this study a dimilar circinhstance

’could-have arisen, People were presumably attempting :fo coordinage their
, .

__actual.levels of reciprocity, and this success or lack of it was related to

the evaluational outcomes. Perceived reciprocity may noti',,. have deve"{bped, ,
. ] * < . . . . .
“and Jhefce was not related to the evaluational outcomes. At a more theoretical
i . ‘-/ L]
level, however, these results indicate that recipmci’ty is more than merely
. .: hd u ‘ ( -

7
b

P
-
-
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. ~ »
an intrapersonal phenomenon, Rathé;; it is a fupction of two interacting -

Ly

1nd1v1duals. , ] i .

- 4 1
#

'No limitations of thls study should be notéd. " First, the qlpha

re11ab111ty coeff1c1ent;_for the amount measures were unacceptably low.

D .
This gould account for the failure to find amount-amount.rec1proc1ty

L] 2 §

being related to the evaluational consequences. Second, the failure to

f1nd°q s%gq}flcant canoqiéal relationship between the perceived reciprocity

N e

measures and the_evaluatiohal consequences may be due to the low power of
- A .
thefanalysis. Thus, any conclusions drawn from this analysis should

-
4

be interpreted with caution., ...
Y .
Since many of our explapations of these results are speculative,

"
one should. recog?uze the necessity of ¥urther research, Our findings do

.
7

»

indicate that this problem is an important and complex one. We are

. . .
7“Currently addressing these same questions by using content analytic rather

.

than $elf-report measures, of disclosure. Subsequent studies might
assess the relative effectiveness of these strategies through experimental

means. Instead of utilizing disclosure topics scaled for intimacy, ones

v ?

scaled for amount and valence should also be utilized. The use of these '
strategies by 1ndivi4uals might also be investigated. Are there systematic

variations among individuals in their reactions to disclosure? In other

"

words, are theré identifiable strategies for reacting to self-disclosure?

-

These questions are important for uhderstanding the nature and function

of disclosure reciprocity. *- . .

a
» L}
. . . .

»
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. If in dyad n, petson A has a score ofy. the amount scale and .
yerson B his a score of 1 on the intimacy scale, ithe reciprocityﬁ score will

be 6 Or, if persdn A arrd-‘person B have scores of 0, the reciprocity score
- w111 be 0 If person A has a score of 1 and person Bhas a score 6f 0,

Ca = the 'reciprocity score-will be 1. 013, if person A has a score of 0 and i »
Y \ .

person B has a score of 1, reciprécity equals 1. Since low Sscores indicate |

, Teciprocaty, ‘one might think this %$cale actually measures nonrec1proc1ty ] |

] N o ’

4 |

This term was rejected becayse we think it'is umnecessarily con usmg. . ‘

~ hY ’ A\ : .
%Factor analysis of the disclosure measures for the dimensions of

|~ intkrest revealed that the items loaded as cted.

M *

\. . .
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.
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’ ~ . _ TABLE 1 :
. . THE CANONICAL CORRELATION ANALYSIS
‘ FOR ACTUAL RECIPROCITY
. ;o
’ First,
Canonical
SET ONE Variate
o\ b
Amount-Amount * v -1 - .
Intimacy-Intima es-l08 7, .-
Valence-Val'ence . -.22
. Amount-Intimacy " .65
Ancmnt-Valence . -.24
. ) L J
' Valence-Intimacy 75 .
. %
/ . SET TWO
/ 1
Personality Evaluation o -.30
Cormnmicativé Competence ’ « 90 ,
CLUE-7 ) 30"
t .‘i'. Y J
o '
/
b
N
R '
L 2t
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